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included meetings with interagency partners, terminal operators, and other interested 
stakeholders. 

Extensive public comments were received on the Discussion Draft and influenced substantial 
changes between the Discussion and Proposed Drafts. Over 700 people sent emails asking for a 
"full ban" on new and expanded fossil fuel terminals. Their comments included three generally 
consistent recommendations: a ban on new bulk fossil fuel terminals; tight limits on expansion at 
existing facilities; and provisions to improve the safety and resilience of existing terminals. 
Similar comments for further restrictions on terminal growth and seismic improvements were 
also made in letters from 350PDX, Portland Audubon, Center for Sustainable Economy, 
Columbia Riverkeeper, Oregon Sierra Club, Climate Solutions, members of a City Club seismic 
safety subcommittee, Linnton Neighborhood Association, League of Women Voters and other 
residents. Examples of other concerns raised in those letters include that code changes serve as a 
bold model for other jurisdictions; to partner with Portland Bureau of Emergency Management 
on seismic safety; and to clarify forecast growth methodologies relative to climate policies. 

Themes of comments on the Discussion Draft from business and labor organizations included 
opposition to proposed code changes, requests for more time and analysis, and clarifications to 
address practical considerations. Letters were received from NW Natural, Port of Portland, 
Columbia Pacific Building and Construction Trades Council, Kinder Morgan, Arc Terminals, 
and Western States Petroleum Association (WSP A). Some examples of comments included that 
growth rates will change over time, that fuels meeting Oregon's Clean Fuel Standard should be 
excluded, inclusion of non-fuel methanol is inconsistent, and the economic analysis is cursory. 

The PSC held a public hearing on September 13, 2016. Thirty-six people gave oral testimony 
and another 715 pieces of written and email testimony was submitted. While comments varied, 
predominant recommendations included removing the 5-million-gallon terminal size threshold; 
support for a nonconforming use designation on fossil fuel terminals and adding discretionary 
review criteria for expansions. Other comments focused on preventing ownership aggregation to 
prevent circumvention of the terminal size threshold, and support for additional building code 
requirements to improve seismic safety. 
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Figure 1. Summary themes of stakeholder focus group comments 

' I FUEL TERMINAL I ENVIRONMENTAL AND I STATE AND REGIONAL I NEIGHBORHOOD AND 
TOPIC . REPRESENTATIVES HEALTH ORGANIZATIONS BUSINESS ORGANIZATIONS EQUITY ORGANIZATIONS 

~ We've operated safely for ~ Looking for strong, model ~ Resolution requires more ~ Safety and pollution are 
decades. We meet the code. Expect community research on economic our priority. Look closely 
federal/state low-carbon backlash if expectations impacts, etc. at seismic and explosion 
fuel standards. not met. ~ How will the code hold up risks. 

~ Difficult to participate: ~ Safety needs to be in 5 years? ~ A reasonable expectation 
very quick process; integral with climate - ~ What is the goal? If climate for growth is smart. 

Key issues emotionally driven; Mosier oil train wreck; or safety, zoning tool is not ~ This is aggressive. 
antitrust restrictions. terminals in liquefaction the right fit . Without LNG, won't 

~ Unintended impacts : soils. ~ Portland is not an economic China burn more coal? 
harder to meet clean fuel ~ Include disaster risks in island. Statewide impact. ~ Rail safety in the Gorge is 
standards; more trucks on economic analysis. ~ Big political decision. Don't also a key issue that this 
road; costs to rest of the Bonding or insurance for rush it. can't resolve. 
state. worst case. 

~ If unclear, permit staff ~ Regulate both existing ~ Need clear definitions: ~ Why allow it in IG2? 
could be pressured - and new facilities. region, export, end user. ~ A new export terminal in New land use 
unpredictable results. ~ New code must ~ Do not make terminals non- contaminated harbor is category 

~ Use federal West Coast effectively implement the conforming or an unlikely. 
PADD 5 "region ." policy. ambiguous limited use. 

~ Natural gas considered a ~ Excluding methanol ~ Federal and state are going ~ Make way for bio-diesel 
low carbon fuel by State, undermines policy. a different direction, as a cleaner fuel. 

Definition of so why included here? ~ If end use is mostly fuel, requiring cleaner fossil ~ Methanol not a fuel in 
fossil fuels ~ Tomorrow's cleaner fuels then limit it. fuels. Why restrict cleaner Oregon - overreaching. 

won't meet today's ~ One new LNG tank is a big fuels at cross purposes? ~ Fuels are okay if they 
definitions. risk. So is coal. have no emissions. 

~ Some sites are already ~ Most prefer Option A. ~ Don't come at sideways. ~ Option C preferred. 
built-out. ~ Caution about Commerce Unclear rationales will lead ~ Allow for modest growth Terminal 

~ Our non-contiguous sites Clause. to appeals. of LNG and oil; not coal. development 
are connected by ~ 1% annual growth metric ~ Size limits would put region ~ Review size limits every restrictions 
pipelines. is too high. on "import diet." few years. 

~ Can't comment on size. ~ Dated, low forecast. 
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